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The Examine* a„e„ tio „ isdirecttd M 37 CJ>R , ^ ^ 

<'™-«- may ta ilKluded a „ d „ a singte catim 

« so hnxed aa „ fom . 5iBsl£in2ffl!ilSOT p,^ ^ J 

. pec,«ica y aad^ed tor exa mi „a tio „ 10gelher with claims for _ 

adap tt fc a. UK of ttat product . Jh , . Maci|y ^ of _ ^ which P ^ 

P«M ,e, ,0 avoid and ^ restrlotlons . „ „ a , so ^ 

*a. the r ea uirem e„, ,„ ^ to presem would fc _ ^ ^ 

"P»n *. Appta* and the Examine* f al , ure t0 follmv fc mandates ofthe 

^ala t io„ wouid be a denia! of due prcesa. For .he* «aso M i, is respectfill , y urge(1 ^ 

the restriction requirement be rescinded. 

In addition since the method claims contain all ofthe limitations ofthe article claims, the 
method claims should be rejoined under In Re Ochiai 37 USPQ2d 1 127 and In re 
Brouwer 37 USPQ 1663. 
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